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Abstract 
 
The modern consumer seeks to maximise the value they derive from all their marketing 
exchanges. While there are two ways this can be achieved, current academic interest is 
typically focused on just one: increasing the hedonic benefits obtained from shopping. This 
study focuses on the other side of the equation: increasing value by decreasing the time, space 
and effort costs of shopping. Utilising a survey of consumer households, this study examines 
the importance of convenience in a multi-purpose shopping context. Analysis revealed that 
consumers prefer and visit most frequently, the retail form they consider most convenient. 
Moreover, the greater the convenience they associate with an attribute, the greater the 
importance they assign to it. 
Keywords: atmospherics, customer experience, experiential, retail. 
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Retail centre convenience: Its’ influence over consumer patronage behaviour 
 
Review of literature 
 
The modern consumer seeks to maximise the value they derive from all their marketing 
exchanges (Kotler, Brown, Adam, Burton and Armstrong, 2007). A retail centre can provide 
value by increasing the benefits it provides and/or by minimising the costs consumers face when 
patronising it. Current academic interest is typically focused on just the one side of this equation, 
espousing the need for retail centres to maximise the entertainment, social and aesthetic benefits 
consumers derive from shopping. Maximising value via the provision of hedonic benefits is 
widely regarded as the best strategy for retail centres on the grounds that shopping today is 
motivated as much by experience as it is by acquisition (Machleit, Meyer and Eroglu, 2003).  
 
The fact that convenience has often been ignored on the other side of the value equation suggests 
its potential has gone un-recognised. Academic research has often reported that when compared 
to other shopping motives, consumers tend to assign less importance to convenience when 
deciding where to shop. Such a counter-intuitive finding has been attributed to the way in which 
academics have defined convenience (Berry, Seiders and Grewal, 2002), rather than the 
importance consumers actually assign to it (Gehrt, Yale and Lawson, 1996). Utilising an 
alternative definition, this study will examine the importance consumers assign to convenience 
by measuring its influence over retail centre patronage. This definition, developed and 
empirically tested by Clulow and Reimers (2009A), comprises 13 attributes of retail centre 
convenience (table 1).  
 
Table 1: The attributes of retail centre convenience 
Parking availability Parking proximity Pedestrian areas Proximity to home/work 
One-stop shopping Store compatibility Trading hours Enclosure 
Access lanes Retail concentration Centre size Traffic controls 
Shopper services    
 
A key reason behind the emphasis placed on hedonic shopping is the perception that bricks and 
mortar retail formats cannot compete on convenience because it is the domain of the Internet. 
However such a notion ignores the fact that there are important inconveniences in Internet 
shopping, such as its inability to provide for physical inspection, the time lag between ordering 
and delivery, and problems in returning items. Hence, there is an alternative view that rather then 
automatically forfeit convenience to the Internet, retailers should seek to compete with it on this 
important criterion (Shim, Eastlick and Lotz, 2000). While Internet shopping is highly regarded 
as a potential time-saving strategy, it ranks poorly when compared with actual time-saving 
practices. Instead, time-pressed consumers are more likely to turn to traditional store-based 
strategies such as visiting the nearest facility or shopping at facilities offering extended trading 
hours (Alreck and Settle, 2002).  
 
The importance of shopping convenience stems from its ability to increase value by decreasing 
the costs of patronage. Ironically, hedonic and convenience strategies share the same objective of 
facilitating positive shopping experiences. The difference is that convenience strategies seek to 
increase shopping value by minimising or eliminating many of the sources of negative shopping 
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experiences. Shopping hassles such as delays in parking, lack of staff assistance, poor layout, 
congested sidewalks, extreme temperatures, poor signage and poor access can all act as barriers 
to hedonic value (Machleit et al., 2003). Ironically, the solutions to such barriers are typically 
convenience-related. And so in the same way that increasing enjoyment is important in extending 
visit duration and therefore spending, removing the time, space and effort costs that impede 
hedonic value are just as important for the same reasons (Lewis and Bridger, 2001). 
 
There is also no shortage of practical evidence portraying the importance of shopping 
convenience. Automatic vending machines, drive-through pharmacies, self-checkout counters, 
pay-at-the-pump service stations (Liebeck, 1996), Internet shopping and EFTPOS were all 
designed to satisfy shoppers growing need for convenience. Such innovations led to both the 
1980’s (Gehrt and Yale, 1993) and 1990’s (Rubel, 1995) being dubbed the decades of 
convenience. And with such current trends as increasing time-scarcity (Hamermesh and Lee, 
2007), increasing obesity, declining fitness levels and an aging population (Social Development 
Committee, 2004), it is unlikely that the consumer of the new millennium will assign any less 
importance to retail facilities that save them time and effort. 
 
In a recent study, Reimers and Clulow (2009B) found that temporal-, car- and spatial-
convenience were not only rated by consumers as salient influences over their patronage 
behavior, they were also assigned greater importance than hedonic influences. This paper seeks to 
build on that study by providing two additional measures of the importance of convenience. 
Although an attitude is conceptualised as an overall impression, the afore-mentioned authors 
measured respondent attitudes on an attribute-by-attribute basis. Using such an approach as the 
sole measure of attitude fails to capture its essence because it does not account for its abstract, 
gestalt nature (Keaveney and Hunt, 1992). It is therefore necessary to include an overall measure 
of the salience of convenience. If convenience is important, respondents most convenient retail 
form should also be their most preferred and frequented. This leads to the first research question. 
 
Research question 1: What is the relationship between convenience, retail centre preference and 
patronage?  
 
Moreover, if convenience is important to consumers, the salience of its attributes should correlate 
with their degree of convenience, so that the greater the convenience associated with an attribute, 
the greater its importance. This leads to the second research question. 
 
Research question 2:  What is the relationship between the convenience and importance of the 
attributes? 
 
Methodology 
 
Mail questionnaires were sent to a random sample of 1600 households within the greater 
Melbourne area and directed to the primary adult shopper in each household. This resulted in 541 
useable questionnaires being received: a response rate of 38%. Because attitudes are context 
specific (Quee, 1999), they must be measured in a specific shopping context. Due to the fact that 
it serves as an increasingly common form of shopping behavior (Leszczyc, Sinha and Sahgal, 
2004), a multi-purpose shopping trip (a trip that involves the purchase of both lower- and higher-
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order goods) served as the shopping context for this study. A self-administered survey served as 
the measurement instrument for this study. Respondents were asked: 
1. To indicate which of two retail formats – a shopping mall or shopping strip (also referred 
to as Main Street or downtown area) – they preferred, frequented most often and found to 
be most convenient for shopping. 
2. To indicate on a 7-point scale both the convenience (1=not convenient, 7=extremely 
convenient) and importance (1=not important, 7=extremely important) they assigned to 
each of the convenience attributes.  
 
Due to the research objective of identifying the individual attributes of retail centre convenience, 
single-item scales were used to measure attitudes to each of the test attributes. While the use of 
such scales can mean there is no direct method of assessing their validity or reliability, this issue 
was addressed by using factor analysis to determine if factors emerged that measured common 
underlying constructs. Deductive reasoning was then used to assess whether each factor 
represented a logical grouping of items. Where this criterion was met, Cronbach Alpha was 
applied to each factor to measure its reliability on the basis that reliable factors suggest reliable 
items.  
 
The thirteen test attributes were subjected to principal components analysis using SPSS. Prior to 
performing the analysis, the suitability of data for factor analysis was assessed. With a Kaiser-
Meyer-Oklin value of .76, and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reaching statistical significance (p 
< .001), the data was deemed fit for factor analysis. Eigenvalues were used to determine the 
number of factors to rotate. Factor analysis revealed the presence of 4 constructs. These were 
rotated using a Varimax rotation procedure. The rotated solution (table 2) yielded 4 interpretable 
factors. Construct 1 explained 25.6% of the variance and incorporated the temporal attributes 
proximity to home, one-stop shopping and extended trading hours. Construct 2, explaining 11.8% 
of the variance, related to effort convenience and comprised shopping services, pedestrian areas 
and enclosure. Construct 3 was made up of retail concentration, compact size and store 
compatibility and therefore related to spatial convenience. It explained 11.4% of the variance. 
Construct 4 explained 8.4% of the variance and because it comprised parking proximity, parking 
availability, the number of access lanes and type of traffic controls was labelled car convenience. 
In total, the 4-factor solution explained 61.5% of the variance. 
 
Based on the rational association of attributes contained within each loading, all 4 factors were 
regarded as representing a logical grouping of items. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was then used 
to test the reliability of the scale. All 4 factors – temporal convenience (.64), effort convenience 
(.66), spatial convenience (.64) and car convenience (.68) recorded reliable alpha scores. The 
scale was therefore regarded as reliable. 
 
Analysis 
 
Research question 1: What is the relationship between convenience, preference and patronage? 
Pearson Chi-square was used to determine whether there was any association between 
respondents most preferred, frequented and convenient retail form. Where an association was 
found to exist, Lambda was used to measure the strength of the relationship. Because the link 
between attitude and behaviour cannot automatically be assumed, analysis first focused on 
determining whether respondents’ most preferred retail form was also the one they frequented 
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most often. Analysis confirmed the existence of such a relationship, χ² (4, N = 521) = 263, p < 
.001. The strength of this relationship was moderate with a Lambda score of 0.46 (Stevens et al 
1997) using most frequented retail centre as the dependent variable. The importance of 
convenience was confirmed by consumers preference for the retail form perceived as most 
convenient, χ² (4, N = 520) = 334, p < .001. The strength of this relationship was moderately high 
with a Lambda score of 0.58 using most preferred retail form as the dependent variable. 
Consumers also showed a tendency to patronise most frequently the retail form perceived as 
being the most convenient, χ² (4, N = 527) = 192, p < .001. However the strength of the 
relationship was only slight with a Lambda score of 0.32 using most frequented retail form as the 
dependent variable. 
 
Table 2: Rotated Component Matrix for the attributes of convenience scale 
Item Construct 1 Construct 2 Construct 3 Construct 4 
Proximity to Home/Work .752    
One Stop Shopping .739    
Extended trading hours .652    
Shopping Services  .789   
Pedestrian Areas  .740   
Enclosure  .524   
Concentration   .809  
Size   .726  
Compatibility   .666  
Parking Proximity    .744 
Number of parking spaces    .728 
Traffic Controls    .538 
Number of lanes    .494 
Eigenvalues 3.33 1.53 1.43 1.09 
Alpha Coefficient .64 .66 .64 .68 
 
Research question 2: What is the relationship between the convenience and importance of the 
attributes? 
Correlation analysis was used to measure the relationship between the convenience and 
importance of retail centre attributes. For this purpose, the single item measures of the 
convenience attributes were employed. The results of the correlation analyses (table 3) show that 
all correlations were statistically significant, and all exceeded 0.5 in value indicating them to be 
large (Green, Salkind and Akey, 2000). The results indicate that the importance of an attribute 
mirrors its degree of convenience - the more convenient it is, the greater the importance assigned 
to it. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The results of this study raise doubts as to whether efforts to maximise shopping value via a 
singular focus on hedonic strategies can succeed. Analysis revealed that consumers prefer and 
visit most frequently, the retail form they consider most convenient. Moreover, the greater the 
convenience they associate with an attribute, the higher the importance assigned to it.  
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Table 3: Correlation of the convenience and importance of retail centre attributes 
Attribute N Pearson Correlation Sig (1-tailed) 
Parking number 476 .631* <.001 
Parking proximity 478 .695* <.001 
Proximity 532 .620* <.001 
One-stop shopping  539 .611* <.001 
Compatibility 534 .659* <.001 
Trading hours 541 .632* <.001 
Enclosure 534 .709* <.001 
Lane number  482 .725* <.001 
Concentration 535 .555* <.001 
Size 532 .541* <.001 
Traffic controls  481 .681* <.001 
Pedestrian areas 524 .643* <.001 
Shopping services  537 .746* <.001 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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